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Sir: 

Applicants hereby respond to the Office Action dated March 
22, 2006 as follows. 

A. Provisional Election 

Applicants hereby provisionally elect Group I, as directed 
to method and system relating to tag deactivation, as directed 
to Claims 1-24 and 49-66. 
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B. Traversal of Restriction 
This election is with traverse. 

It is submitted that Claims 25-48 are properly considered 
with the claims of Group I because of the relationship between 
what the Office Action has identified as different species: 
Group I: Method/System for tag deactivation (Fig. 1); Group II: 
Method/System for tag writing, as described below 

Group I and Group II are related as aspects of electronic 
tags. Thus according to MPEP § 808.02, 

the examiner, in order to establish reasons for 
insisting upon restriction, must explain why there 
would be a serious burden if restriction is not 
required. The examiner must show by appropriate 
explanation one of the following: 

(A) Separate classification thereof: This shows that 
each invention has attained recognition in the art as 
a separate subject for inventive effort, and also a 
separate field of search. Patents need not be cited to 
show separate classification. 

(B) A separate status in the art when they are 
classifiable together: Even though they are classified 
together, each invention can be shown to have formed a 
separate subject for inventive effort when the 
examiner can show a recognition of separate inventive 
effort by inventors. Separate status in the art may be 
shown by citing patents which are evidence of such 
separate status, and also of a separate field of 
search . 

(C) A different field of search: Where it is necessary 
to search for one of the inventions in a manner that 
is not likely to result in finding art pertinent to 
the other invention (s) (e.g., searching different 
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classes/subclasses or electronic resources, or 
employing different search queries) , a different field 
of search is shown, even though the two are classified 
together. The indicated different field of search must 
in fact be pertinent to the type of subject matter 
covered by the claims. Patents need not be cited to 
show different fields of search. 

Where, however, the classification is the same and the 
field of search is the same and there is no clear 
indication of separate future classification and field 
of search, no reasons exist for dividing among 
independent or related inventions. 



Here, the restriction action does not set forth any of (A) 
through (C) above. Thus the requirements for insisting on the 
restriction have not been made and it is requested that the 
restriction be removed. 



C. Presentation of Generic Claim 

In the event the restriction is not removed, as previously 
identified, it is submitted that Claim 49 is a generic claim (as 
are dependent Claims 63-66) and upon allowance, the restricted 
claims should be examined. MPEP § 806.04(d). 
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C . Conclusion 

It is also submitted that the restriction requirement 
should be removed. In any event, upon allowance of a generic 
claim (Claim 49 or 63-66), the remaining claims should be 
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examined. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: April 24, 2006 




John A. Raftef , 
Reg. No. 31,653 
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